Abstract: This paper provided a reviewed case of implementation of rural development project in relation to poverty alleviation in Adamawa State of Nigeria. Inco-prorating the community based management project in rural development strategies seems to be the best approach to implement rural development project. The study used both qualitative and quantitative research techniques to obtain data on the implementation of LEEMP (local empowerment and environmental management project). The result shows that the project has impacted positively to rural development of some rural communities in the state. However, there were challenges discovered, which include non-inclusion of some stake holders because of social class or due to political affiliations, while projects are not evenly distributed among communities of serious needs. This paper implies that effective incorporation of rural communities in the managements of rural development projects requires full community participation in the development process. This requires collective action, which ties the community on values, sustainable maintenance of infrastructures, and improvements, in cultures, of environmental conservation and economics benefits into rural development, with balancing the aim of sustaining social infrastructures, environmental management and poverty alleviation.
Introduction
Community empowerment emerges as a result of failure of existing neo-classical development models to address issues, such as poverty, human welfare, disparity in income, environmental degradation, health, and security problems. Others are inefficiency of popular participation, and unequitable distribution of growth benefits. Many studies have been described as a mean of achieving basic human needs and individual's well-being and not just in terms of higher national income alone [1] . Rural communities in developing nations have suffered increased marginalisation of distribution in physical infrastructures, which led to the loss of public services, high unemployment, and out migration of youth population which have endangered the fabrics and structure of rural areas. Provisions of adequate social amenities of both rural and urban dwellers remain a serious problem in developing nations [2] .
The Concept of Community Development in Developing Countries
The effort of government and NGOs (non-governmental organisations) to address inadequacies of social amenities in developing countries is becoming a huge challenge, due to low beneficiaries' participation of development process in those countries. Despite the concept of community development project as widely sponsored to be the participatory development model, the project did not live up to expectation by involving the community stakeholders in the implementation of the rural development project [3] .
It is clear from the past experience that the rural community project has not taken the expected result because the intending beneficiaries were not fully informed about the details of the implementation stages. The development agents are often resolute to enforce their own version of understanding of the public participation which often lives to project implementation half way abandoned.
"Forty years of civilization, the development indices of many African countries are still very low, the social class between the rich and the poor is very wide and the differences are becoming wider on daily basis" [4] . "The result has been focusing attention among practitioners and NGOs on strategies which build upon local knowledge skills and resources. Such strategies focus more culturally unique aspiration and objectives, rather than striving to impose an inflexible, alien set of ideologies and goals" [5] . "Rural development becomes one of the major of aim of various assistance and intervention programs set up by both individuals' developing countries and multilateral donors' agencies. A clear understanding of rural development changing features of rural life is necessary for rural development planning" [6] . However, to the third world countries, development efforts were always narrowed and dictated to the rural people by technocrats in different professions, who may always adopt the approach of solving crisis rather than developing long time impacts programme involving the rural people.
"The failure of successive generations of imported western development strategies to deliver poverty reduction and inadequate distribution of rural infrastructures in Africa has motivated a deep questioning of performance of western concepts and methodologies of development in Africa" [7] . "These has raised questions of the effective performance of the top-down strategies and development perspective of the Continent, and likewise it had encouraged the development practitioners and NGOs to emphasis on some local strategies of rural development, which are built upon local knowledge, skills, cultures and resources of African people" [7] . "There is no single development theory which can genuinely offer wide ranging development concepts than the top-down development strategies did in rural development. Nevertheless, the public participation theory has provided prospect for more relevance and people-cantered development strategies, which seems to be more appropriate to rural development perspective for African people" [7] . As a result of serious conditions of living in the rural areas, local development initiatives as personal coping strategy have been adapted in many communities [8] . Harsh conditions of economy and failure of top-down strategies poverty have forced many rural communities and groups to find solution by their own hands [9] . Distanced away from development, the communities in the rural areas in developing countries are neglected. They have no access to social amenities today nor hope for the future. That prompted their thinking into notion such as local empowerment, and L.E.D. (local economic development) [10] . "L.E.D. seems to appear to be among few realistic development options available to the poorest of the poor." Who had suffered from lack of basic rural infrastructures in his community due to weak implementation of top-down strategies of rural development in his own society [10] . Previous studies of rural development in Africa revealed that as part of struggle for survival, rural people, nowadays, rely on indigenous technical knowledge, and production system for maintaining livelihoods through the emergence of non-western form of L.E.D. [10] .
Challenges of Rural Development Planning in Developing Countries
The role of NGOs, particularly in developing countries, is significant in rural development. Rural areas have received attention from many NGOs in developing countries, particularly the low-income countries. This is an effort to improve the quality of life of the rural poor [3] . The population of developing countries in majority are living in rural areas, and they are marginalized in terms of distribution of rural infrastructures and development of human resources. For instance, in Nigeria, about 60% of the population live in rural areas. Empowering the rural population through self-sustainable project will improve the living standards of rural populace. RDPs (rural development projects) have been used by several NGOs as avenue of procedure to realize their own goal. However, community participation has not always been satisfactory to the project managers [11] . This paper is based on the study conducted to assess the implementation of LEEMP (local empowerment and environmental management project) in Nigeria. The objective of the project was to improve the quality of living of rural people in Nigeria. This is through provision of development investment on grants basis to develop community based rural development projects. Successive administrations in Nigeria over the past 3 decades have made rural development and poverty reduction a primary objective of their administration, which were not up-and-coming. Due to their own manner of approaching the problem, which failed to address the actual needs of the target beneficiaries, they were sect oral in nature and poorly targeted [12] . "Overlooking the contributions of local people has affected the outcome in implementation of many rural development projects in developing countries. Therefore, consideration of indigenous contribution from local people and understanding their needs are requirements of community development planning" [13] .
"Rural development is a vast sector that encompasses infrastructure creation sustainable livelihood and decentralized governance" [14] . "The rural populace in Nigeria depend solely on subsistence farming and animal husbandry for their survival, however, over the years, their activities have resulted to environmental degradation and subsequent environmental change in the northern region" [15] . Nigerians who have access to safe drinking water from 1980-1988 were average of 60% and below 30% for urban and rural areas, respectively. While 75% and 30% have access to health services in urban and rural areas, respectively. From the data above, it is clear that rural areas in Nigeria lag behind the urban areas in terms of distribution of social amenities and development of human resources [16] .
Poverty reduction in Nigeria today has become a major project for stakeholders and this has led to the creation of a number of poverty reduction initiatives with sole aim of reducing poverty to its bearing minimum in rural areas. A study [16] has reviewed that the LEEMP is World Bank initiative which is aimed at tackling rural poverty and environmental degradation using a more beneficial approach that incorporates direct community participation. Another investigation [17] has also reviewed that rural development involves vast sectors that involve diverse activities related to rural infrastructures, institution of governance, and livelihood opportunities. The key sub-sectors are water supply, sanitation, housing, feeder road, wage employment, self-employment and decentralization of infrastructures maintenance [17] .
"Therefore, rural development policy makers and implementers in Nigeria face the challenge in reversing the cycle of rural poverty, environmental degradation, social in-security and misery" [1] . Since over 75% of the rural populations lack basic social infrastructures, rural development will definitely improve the quality of living to the rural populace as well as security of living and properties. Hence, rural development for a country whose rural population lacks the basic social infrastructures cannot be achieved without first sustained growth in spatial distribution of rural infrastructures. Having established that majority of west-Africans are ruralities and they are mostly living below poverty line, no development remedy will be established in such societies without focus on the development of basic infrastructures and agriculture [18] . The neglect in rural development in Nigeria has been one of the developmental challenges facing the economy of the country as a state after the oil boom. The primary responsibility of agricultural development mostly relied on constituent states and local areas more than federal administration. This is because the state and local governments are closer to the rural farmers. The country through these 3 decades under review has witness good policies that have been over shadowed by week implementations due to lack of community participation [19] .
Fighting Poverty through Improving Physical Infrastructures and Social Development
A study revealed that "The incidence of poverty in Nigeria in 1992 was 34% of the population with 16% of them suffered extreme poverty. Households in equalities of income have also increased and the poorest 16% of the families were worst off in 1993" [21] . Rural areas accounted for 66% of the incident of poverty, and 69% of the extreme poor. The incident of poverty was highest in northern agro-climatic region, with 45%, compared to the middle-belt and southern region, with 38% and 24%, respectively [20] . An investigation [21] revealed that: "Improving delivery of access to social infrastructures and services such as electricity, portable water supply, sewage system, market centres, transportation and telecommunication networks facilitate development". Others are "human development components comprised of education, and health care delivery as the key components of social and economic development in every society" [23] .
The differences in income and poverty level between the three regions in Nigeria were pronounced in the rural areas. Development indicators such as basic schools, primary health care, rural feeder roads, electricity supply, and portable drinking water are lower in the north compared to the other regions in Nigeria [20] . The community empowerment is an avenue that is enabling the community to have influence and control over their own resources through accountable and representative leadership which is responsible in planning, designing and implementation of a development plan. The plan focuses on delivery of accessible rural infrastructures, socioeconomic development, youth and women empowerment and environmental management in rural communities [2] . It was argued that "Nigeria as one of the developing nations where women's contribution to domestic growth has become essential for nation building. It was emphasized that in agriculture sector, women make up to 60%-80% of the labour force, but because of cultural taboo, their full potentials has not yet been tapped into national building" [22] . The decision of a household to participate in community development project depends on how much utility the household benefits from the development project. It is also argued that women and youth are more likely to adopt resources conservation and improvement in technology in terms of participation in community development project than men counterparts [3] .
LEEMP in Nigeria
The Adamawa State LEEMP implementation manual 2004 outlined six components for the delivery of local empowerment and environmental management project in the state. In an effort to reduce poverty and ensure the involvement of communities in its poverty alleviation programme, the federal government of Nigeria obtained a credit from IDA (International Development Association) and a grant from the GEF (Global Environmental Facility) to support the LEEMP.
The total package amounts to US$78,000,000. Spread over period of 6 years is detailed below [23] :
(1) IDA-US$70,000,000; (2) GEF-US$8,000,000. The LEEMP is designed to establish an institutional mechanism for transferring investment resources to communities. In order to enable them to finance their
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Adamawa State of Nigeria 44 own development priorities, it also emphasizes the sustainable management of the environment as the pre-requisite to sustainable livelihood and development. In spite of the effort of government to improve living condition for rural populace through rural development projects, the impact has not been felled by the rural communities. Studies [23] revealed that these projects have very limited impact to the poor due to the fact that they were poorly targeted and sect oral in nature, which is often imposed from above without prior participation of the targeted beneficiaries. It is no doubt that previous administration in Nigeria in the last 3 decades focused on rural development programme with dozens of rural development programs with one substituting another. To reduce the rural poverty rate in Nigeria, and to diversify the non-oil national economy up to 5% national income, the FGN (Federal Government of Nigeria) in 2004 came up with the LEEMP in order to address the challenges of poverty, and nine pilot states were selected for the project implementation. The nine states are: Adamawa, Bauchi, Bayelsa, Benue, Enugu, Imo, Katsina, Niger and Oyo [23] .
Poverty Targeted Intervention Using the Community Driven Approach
The close relationship between poverty and environmental degradation could be best understood within the source of living of rural dwellers relying completely on natural resources for their livelihood. Therefore, the over stressing of these natural resources is bound to translate to environmental stress and reduced earnings. It is within this complex inter-relationship that a viable option could be found for reducing the incidence of increasing poverty. Similarly efficient and sustainable use of natural resources will require appropriate civic utilities and infrastructure such as link road and market at the community level. Considering that LEEMP seeks to improve the environment and enhance rural livelihood as well as empower local governments to deliver services, the project is a veritable vehicle for sustainable poverty reduction strategy.
The project is on community driven approach to development, which entails the community chance to prioritize their own development needs through a participatory process with assistance from MIT (multi-disciplinary implementation team). The development priorities would turn around delivery of public services such as construction or rehabilitation of schools, health centres, feeder roads, rural electrification, and water supply, others are control of soil erosion, environmental conservation, provision of training and skills for youth and women and distribution of loan facility for members of the communities. The project would use matching grants to encourage already existing mechanisms within communities to enhance their development efforts. The participatory planning process with an emphasis on delivery of environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive projects, which would identify communities' priorities, was based on their own needs. The implementation authority will provide additional incentives for community participation and ownership of development initiatives [23] .
Objective of the Project
The project has two inter-related objectives: (1) The people participating in rural communities will be assisted to plan, co-finance and implement development projects in their communities', and will continue to operate and maintain environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive multi-sect oral micro projects;
(2) The institutional frame work at federal state and local government for supporting environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive development would be strengthened.
Project Component
The project has five components, which include the following: (1) multi-sect oral community driven The 60% of the funding (on grant basis) will be direct investment to the rural communities for their multi-sect oral project such as, social infrastructure, construction or rehabilitation of rural feeder road, water supply, alternative energy, erosion control, agro processing cottage industry, drainage, and solid waste management, etc.. MIT will be assisting the CPMC (community project management committee) in identification, planning and development process. This component will also be financing the training of all community project management committees [23] .
Local Government Evaluation
This component will design a score card to select local governments that are eligible within the guide line to participate in LEEMP. All rural governments in nine participating states in Nigeria were eligible, at the end only nine local governments in each of the nine participating states were then approved for the project. The rural local government will therefore have an assigned role to approve community development plans, which depend on their demonstrated performance. The local government has been given a national annual budget envelope for communities within their area to allocate part of their annual budgetary process [23] .
1.7.3 Protected Areas and Biodiversity Management Global environmental facility is to finance the cost of activities that have global benefit in four areas of Yankari National park, Kainji Lake National park, Lame Burra Game reserve, and Maladumna Lake and Forest reserve.
Strengthening Environmental Management
The component deals with enforcement of rules and regulation guiding for environmental protection as well as enhancing the management of the natural resources. The component will be working hand in hand with the Ministry of Environment and Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources in local governments to achieve this objective.
1.7.5 Project Management The CPMC will be responsible to the community for administrative and financial matters concerning micro projects. While at each state, MITS will be responsible to SPSU (state programme support unit) in facilitating the participatory planning process to the communities. The SPSU will be responsible to FPSU (federal project supporting unit), and the state government for all its own dealing in terms of procumbent, staffing and running cost.
1.7.6 Project Implementation The project has been implemented through a process called micro project cycle. The micro-project cycle starts from need identification and prioritization, preparation, appraisal (desk and field) and, approval, implementation, supervision, monitoring, and evaluation to completion. The micro-project cycle will involve an identification phase, which would address sensitization of stake holders and need assessment. This would be succeeded by a project preparation phase which will include the election and registration of the CPMC at local government level, preparation and submission of the CDP (community development plan). Desk and field appraisal, a detail project costing would also be prepared based on information gathered. The local government review committee is to consider and approved the project. Finally, the project would be launched at the local government headquarters with the CPMC, and community members are to attend the ceremony, and after training of the community members in skills, acquisition will begin immediately [25] .
Study Area
This study area covers Adamawa State of Nigeria, one of the nine states participated by LEEMP in Nigeria. Adamawa State is located in the northeastern
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Adamawa State of Nigeria 46 part of Nigeria, it lies between latitude 7° N and 11° N of the equator and between longitude 11° E and 14° E of the Greenwich meridian. Consisting of nine local governments areas of the state, namely: Fufore, Ganye, Girei, Lamurde, Madagali, Maiha, Michika, Shelleng and Song, which were selected as three, each of which was in the three senatorial districts of the state. It is characterized by high population growth of 3.6% and rapid urbanization of about 7% [24] . Based on 2006 population census, the study area has population of 3,178,950 people. Incidentally, the areas with dense population are drought-prone areas, considering the areas low level of rural infrastructure and environmental conservation. There is visible mixed stratification of the livelihood systems. The peasant farmers and sedentary pastoralist live in same communities in most of the rural areas, the subsistence farmers are cultivating seasonal cropping system, while the pastoralist are engaging in live stock nomadic rearing style in their regions. In general, the rural poverty in the state has increased by 10%-15%. The mean annual rainfall of the study area is between 700-900 mm at present, while the mean annual temperatures is 26 °C, relatively humidity is below 70%, and the vegetation cover is savannah. The major food crops produced in the state are rice, maize and Ginea corn while ground nut and sugar cane are some of the cash crops produced in the state.
Methodology
The study used data from both primary and secondary sources to study the distribution of community based projects under the LEEMP in Adamawa State, Nigeria. Data on the distribution of rural development infrastructures and environmental management in Adamawa state were from secondary sources such as Adamawa State local empowerment and environmental management agency, as well as Adamawa State Ministry of Environment and Respective Local Authorities. While data on community participation, implementation in community based on rural development project and the beneficiaries perception about increase in access to rural infrastructures were obtained from primary sources.
Primary Data
The primary data were obtained through household study. The data include data on background of the household, community participation, assessment of rural poverty reduction and distribution of rural development infrastructures among rural communities. Total of 500 respondents were designed for this study. A stratified random sampling was used and questionnaires were administered proportionately to nine local government areas participating in LEEMP in Adamawa State. Also, samples in the study are LEEMP desk officers in the local governments. Interviews were held with the head of the households of the selected compounds across the rural communities in the study area. A total of 500 household heads were sampled, and this is supplemented by focus group discussion, and stakeholder analysis. All the respondents have appreciated with the LEEMP and lamented with rural poverty in the area which they attributed as main causes of environmental changes being experience in the region.
Secondary Data
The secondary data have been sourced from Adamawa State LEEMP as well as the desk offices of LEEMP and the State Ministry of Environment. The data included the statistics and distribution of the LEEMP community infrastructures in Adamawa State, and the disbursement of project per sector under the LEEMP in the state. The data required are statistics on community infrastructures, such as the distribution in number of physical and social infrastructures, which include school facilities, heath facilities, water supply, rural transport, rural electrification, and environmental management project, and others are socio-economic
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Discussion of Findings
The data and findings of this study are presented using descriptive analysis. The study findings show that although there is an increase in access of 41.6% of the rural infrastructures in the study area, many beneficiaries did not participate in the implementation of the rural development project. The result of the survey on community participation indicated that 280 respondents did not participate in the LEEMP project because of distribution of three reasons, which include political interferences, household poverty, and lack of invitation by the community leaders, and these accounted for 56% of the survey. As shown in Table 5 , socio economic sector received 36,301,840.25, representing only 6.2% of the total disbursement. And Rural Transport Sector received 29,888,875.50, representing 5.0% of the total disbursement. Similarly as presented in Table 7 , the implementation recorded huge success in education, health and water supply sectors, but very little impact is recorded in on rural electrification, rural feeder roads, and environmental managements. The LEEMP was a world bank intervention project with limited funding, therefore, it did not go round the rural communities of serious needs. Result indicated that the LEEMP community development project covered only about 10% of the rural communities in the state. In all the micro projects, funding claimed about 589,334,246.84, which accounted for 58% of the total grants, while the recurrent expenditure was 431,438,171.7, representing 42% of the total grants.
As shown in Table 1 , only 24% of the respondents attended primary school education, while 30% had secondary school certificate, and 26% attended tertiary institution. However, only 20% of the respondent attended adult education. Table 2 shows that 220 respondents representing 44% of the total sample participated in the LEEMP, while 280 respondents representing 56% have not participated in the development project.
As shown in Table 3 , 50 respondents representing 19% did not participate because of political interference. Whereas 100 respondents did not participate in the project because of poverty and their inability to support the project financially representing 37% of the survey. While 120 respondents representing 44% indicated that they did not participate in the project because they were not involved in the implementation process by the leaders of their own communities. Table 4 indicates that there was no community owning infrastructures in the study area before the LEEMP. However, there are 64% and 84% of the respondents reviewed owing community primary Source: field work in 2014.
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Reasons for not participating Frequency of respondents Percentage (%)
Political interferences and conflicts among beneficiaries 50 19
Poverty and financial problem 100 37
Not invited by community leaders 120 44
Total 280 100
Source: field work in 2014. Table 4 Survey of beneficiaries and distribution of community projects.
Item Before After
Number of respondents health care facilities and rural water supply projects in their villages. Others are basic education and environmental and natural resources with 80% and 44%, respectively. While there are only 6% and 5.2% of the respondents separately reported owing rural transport and electrification projects in their communities. Moreover, socio-economics sector recorded 8% of the respondents reporting having access to loan facilities and training in skills acquisitions. And in average, 208 respondents representing 41.6% benefitted from all the LEEMP. Table 5 shows that education was given the lion share in the LEEMP development project with 217, 835,716.72 and accounted for 37% of the grants. Next is rural water supply with 163,880,962.61 with an account of 27.8%. While health and socio-economic sector received 108,792,149.71 and 36,301,840.25, respectively representing 18.5% and 6.2% of the grants. On the other hand, rural transportation and environmental management received 29,888,875.50 and 17,967,325.58, respectively. While rural electrification received 14,667,380.50 only representing 2.5%. In the whole, 589,334,246.84 was released for the micro project. Table 6 shows that goods procurement claimed 52,840,876.00 representing 5.18% while consultancy services claimed 73,726,520.31 representing 7.22%. Others are training and workshop which accounted for 97,755,845.03 representing 9.6%. While operating cost claimed for 207,114,930.34 representing 20.1%. Finally, the micro projects claimed 589,334,246.84 accounting for 58% of the total grants. Therefore, in a whole, the capital expenditure was 589,334,246.84 and accounted for 58% of the total grants while the recurrent expenditure was 431,438,171.7 representing 42% of the development grants. Table 7 shows that respondents indicated that there was obstacles of implementation of some projects delivered by LEEMP in some rural areas. Rural water supply accounted for about 36% of problems identified. While electrification did not record any project completion and thus accounted 100% of implementation problem. However, only 4% of the respondents indicated that some primary health care facilities were
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Woodlot not preserved 256 34
Loan amount too small/not given at all 400 80
Feeder road/culvert not properly constructed 420 84
Source: field work in 2014.
un-completed, in their communities. Moreover, only 10% of the respondents reported some basics educations projects were un-completed in their communities. Likewise 34% of the respondents reported some woodlots projects were not appropriately conserved in their communities. Furthermore, majority of the respondents (80%) indicated that the socio economic sector recorded implementation problems. Some of the problems they identified were inadequate funding and training to the members of their communities.
Finally, 84% of the respondents indicated that the rural transport projects executed was of very low quality. For instance some problems identified include some rural feeder roads were not properly peeved and some culverts were not well constructed in their communities. Table 8 shows that the respondents reported increased (100), in school enrolments, due to completion of some LEEMP projects in their villages. However, for rural electrification project, the respondents reviewed that there was no (0%) increase
Adamawa State of Nigeria 50 in the access of electricity due to that the projects were not completed. On health sector, the respondents appraised that there was increase (68%) in access of primary health care services, after completion of some community health care facilities in their villages. While for rural transport sector, the respondents reviewed that there was some decimal increase (30%) in connection of feeder roads linking between their rural communities and to the market centres due to completion of some LEEMP. Similarly, for socio economic, the respondents reviewed that there was also some decimal (24%) rise of social welfare packages in their communities due to the project intervention. Besides for the ecological management, the sector also recorded some decimal (20%) rise in access to wood resources in their communities' forest. Moreover, training and skills increase among youth and women recorded only 10.4% among respondents. And in average, 163 respondents reported increase in access of all sectors of the LEEMP representing 33%. Table 9 shows that only 20% of the respondents indicated increase in income while 80% of the respondents opined that there was no significant increase in their own income. Furthermore, only 20% respondents specified increased in their household properties. While 80% indicated that there was no increase in household property ownership. Also, 16% of respondents agreed with significant increase in self-reliance job opportunities against 84% who did not agree with the motion.
Focus Group Discussion
At a focus group discussion, the staff of LEEMP reported low communities' participation in the rural development projects in the state. The participating local government areas have the mandate of approving the community development project in their areas. On the other hand, local governments staff received training from LEEMP and they singed the memoranda of understanding with the LEEMP for smooth implementation of the projects in their areas. The project suffered sets back in the hands of communities as well as the local governments. Most of communities cannot raise their 10% counter parts funding for the implementation of micro projects in their own communities. However, a local government has even paid the rural community's counterpart funding under her own territory. It was reported that some of the primary health care facilities constructed by LEEMP were handed over to the communities and their respective local governments do not have enough trained medical personnel to serve the communities [25] . It was also reported that disagreements between contractors and some rural communities led to delay of completion of some projects, while some projects were abandoned half way. The projects suffered lack of operation and maintenance in some communities, more especially the community woodlots which were mostly neglected and some were even no more.
Management and Policy Recommendation
For effective implementation of community development project in order to address insufficient rural infrastructures, rural poverty, and environmental degradation in Adamawa Stat, village action group and stake holders must remain dedicated in response to fighting of rural deterioration. The community participation is a step forward in fighting rural poverty. In spite of the challenges of the implementation of LEEMP rural development project in the state, more action is needed in order to improve in fighting the rural poverty. No one was in doubt that the LEEMP positively affected livelihood of rural dwellers in the state. Although, the project witnessed low community participation, however, it is recorded remarkably successful due to the bottom up nature of the project implementation. Adapting the change in paradigm of rural development through community participation led to this success. However, this success is not a sufficient condition for long-time developments of these rural areas. It is probably an emergent one for having stayed decades without having access to rural infrastructures. What needed is the consolidation of these developmental efforts to sustain future growth of these villages. The findings indicated that 80% of the respondents did not receive anything as cash or kind from the project to alleviate their own socio-economic status, which is also significantly responsible to the decline of vegetation cover. The study recommended on the following items: in an effort to strengthen the LEEMP in the State. The study suggested for more funding in the socio-economic sector, because of rising needs to tackle poverty in the rural areas. The LEEMP and the rural advancement institute require legislative bills to support their standing as new agencies under Ministry of Rural development at states and federal level in Nigeria. More investment is needed in the energy sector, to enhance skill training in self-reliance, with more preference in considering youth and women being the life wire of rural development. Finally, the study recommended the use of private and public participation in the improvement of the rural infrastructures.
Conclusions
It could be concluded that the LEEMP rural development project has impacted positively on the development of some rural communities in Adamawa State in Nigeria. The project had improved the living conditions of rural communities in Adamawa State of Nigeria. This was in terms of distribution of physical infrastructures, such as basic schools, primary health care facilities, rural water supply, in the nine local governments areas that participated under the LEEMP. However, decimal effort has been recorded on rural transport, rural electrification, environmental management, and socio-economic improvement. It is clear that infrastructures deterioration in rural communities in developing countries could be improved if the beneficiaries themselves participated in the development process. It was argued that for effective performance of community participation in rural development project, the people in the communities need to adopt the true principle of participatory planning approach in the implementation of the rural development project. This approach helps
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Adamawa State of Nigeria 52 to establish a complete understanding of requirements of the community development project. The strategic guidelines of the participatory planning approach include diverse contribution and co-operation, among members of the community with presentation of their active commitment role in transparency, and accountability while dealing with implementation of the community development project. The rural development project will be improved through exhibiting transparency, sharing of power and responsibility among beneficiaries of the project. Moreover, the implementation of community empowerment project would be more effective if there is cooperation between the project managers and the communities in terms of making decision and action in all stages of the project execution [3] . Most importantly, the rural communities participating in rural development project are assisted by the team of development experts to identify their own needs, plan, co-finance and implements the development projects, in their own communities. Nevertheless, the communities have right to monitor, and evaluate the progress of the project, at all stages of the implementation, without undue interference from the project managers. This will go a long way in certifying a departure from conceptualization from community participation of a mere formality.
